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Each o£ the other papers in thl-s series treats some particular aspect 
o£ school organization-— the organization of time; differentiation and 
grouping; peer Influences; activity structures; coordination, control and 
facilitation of instruction; education production functions « This is one 
of a sntaller number that deals rather with a related subject that bears on 
practically every aspect of school organization « Knowledge, curricula, 
and goals are implicated in some way in practically every organizational 
feature of schools. To treat these relationship|t it is therefore neces-* 
sary to examine how Icnowledge ^ curricula, and goals are implicated in all 
the various organizational features of schooling. 

It would be Impossible in the space of a brief paper to consider sys- 
tematically the relation of curricular/ knowledge, end goals to all aspects 
of structure and organization in schooling, from the structure ot class- 
room activities lasting only a few minutes, to the structure of entire 

4 

systems of schooling within whole societies. In preparing the paper I 
have tried to e^lore mentally or in my notes as many of these relation*- 
ships as I could. But I have had rather quickly to judge which relation- 
ships were most important and most pertinent to the overall topic, and to 
concentrate my writing oh those few questions where knowledge, curricula, 
and goals have a peculiarly critical bearing on research into schooling 
processes. These questions are not always ^he ones that' would appear to 
me as a curriculum specialist to be most in need of study, but they are in 
every case questions X think are worth studying from any point of view* 

1 with to thank Charles Bidwcll for entretaiely helpfu:^ oomAents on an earlier 
draft of this paper, it is much better than it otherwise would have been 
for his efforts. If on^uy I had taken all his advice, I could have held him 
ptkirtially responsible for the results, but 1 did not, so please don't hold 
hijn. re8p';)nsible for the paper's many shorv:comings . 



The paper begins with Qlassroom aotlvlties as the most microscopic 
structxire of Interest to students of schooling processes. It progresses 
from there to the various forms of structure found in classrooms > to 
school-and-community structures » and finally to school system and special 
system structures. At each level, another paper in this series treats 
these structures iund their relation to student outcomes. This paper treats 
only the role played by knowledge, curricula, and goals in these structures 
and their relation to outcomes. ^ 

Activity Structures 

The activities students engage in are the immediate source of their 
le^'iming in school , both the intended learning specified in the explicit 
goals and the formal curriculum, and much of the unint'ended learning re- 

f erred to in such ^:erms as 'the hidden curriculum*. These ' activities can 

* ■ i 

be as simple as reciting a line of poetry from memory or as intr^lcate ;as 

writing poetry. As academic as diagramming sentences or as closely re'latedf 

I \ 

I 

to daily life as baking a cake. As contrivfad as a ctfossword pusszle cn| 
American history or as( natural as a free-flowing discussion. P.a indivjid- 
ualistic as seatwork or as social an painting a class mural. 

The enormous variety of possible activities arises from the unlimited 
possibilities for structuring any human activity. Human potential for 
different types, rates, and degrees of rosixsnse to different stimuli is 
enormously greater than any other system, animate or notf kno\m to man> un- 
less it be the system of life itself. Activities <?iraw upon this potential 
to creat* situations where ordered pa^ttems of behavior may be reliably 
elicited and displayed. 




Wo must think of educational activity as having at least three Xev«&Xs 
of structure simultaneously. There is alw-ys, of course, the stseucture of 
the. cpntpnt or information embedded in the activity. Educational activi- 
ties are ah^fit something. They are referential the way language in, not 
simply behavioj? patterns ir. their own right. We must also recognize th(i . 
tai^k or performance structure of an activity, what people do or try to do 
as they .participate in it. In education, performance structivres are often 
verbal to write the answer to a problem and often covert — to solve 
the problem in your head and then write the answer.. Finally, we must re- 
cognize the social structure of the activity. Does the activity call for 
students to work alone, in competition with one another, or together, in 

S — :■ 

cooperation? Sach of these dimensions of order may be det^igned to achieve 

or 

a partic\ilar educational aim^one or more of them may be chosen arbitrarily 
when the designer's interest lies primarily in what she believes the other 
dimensions o£ structure will produce. Ti*aditional school activities often 
ignore social structure, so Intent are they on transmitting a gi^mn body of 
content and associated skills. But>&n the other hand some progressive prac- 
tices have beet:i known to emphasise the social aspects of an aotivity with- 
out paying much attention to their content or the specific performances 
expected of students. Such concentration on one or two levels of structure 
is certainly defensible in some pedagogical situations, but all three levels 
always exist whether the activity planner has thought about them or not, and 

all three, can be important in determining 
the outcomes the activity will produce with students. 

The activities te«ichers u«e in their classrooms may be ones they have 



invonted. More usually, the activities have originated in some toxtbook, 
teachers' guide, course of study, or kit of curriculum materials. Accord- 
ing to acme definitions, these activities are the curriculum. Other def- 
initions emphasize the plans made beforehand or the ^students • experiences 
during the activity, but all definitions of curriculum would give an im- 
portant place to the activities that take place in. the classroom. 

Cur- 
riculum matters therefore, are extremely closely related to questions of 
the structure of activities. The close connection between activities and 
knowledge or goals is even more obvious. We should therefore expect that 
curricular considiarations would be oi' central importance in research on 
activity structures. 

Tests may be considered as a special form of activity, one designed 
to yield information about what students have learned from the other ac- 
tivities. Usu3ally» the content and task structured of test activities 
are identical to or very similar to the content and task structures of the 
learning activities. The math problems on the test are the same problems 
done in class or in homework, or else they ara minor variations on a 
pattern often encountered earlier. What differs are the social structures 
of test and other activities, students are expected to wotk independently 
on tests , ..though in earlier activities they may have been allowed or en- 
couraged to help one another or to get help from parents or siblings at 
home. The teacher plays a helpful role in learning activities, but stays 
aloof during tests* Students' performance on learning activities may con- 
tribute in a small way to the formation of teacher, and classmate's opinions 
of her coropotenoe or potentia; .*ut test performance couftts officially and 



formally as wall as infoxmally as an index of competence and ability. 
Records are kept of test performance and these records becomie the basis 
of public actions — awards, puiiishments , promotions , rotentiohsl passing, 
failing — that confer honor or -disgrace on the student. In fact, since 
tests are socially and procedurally identical in all subjects and grades, 
it should be possible to define 'test' in terms of the social structure 
and performance structure conmion to tests in all schooling situations. 
The content structure, of course, and to an extent the, performance struc- 
ture, will differ depending on what is' being tested. 

With tests we encounter a perplexing dilemma for research on activity 
structures. Tests are the means by which we normally assess the achieve- 
ment, outcomes of activities. (Standardised tests are still tests even 

though they are not tied to particular learning activities.) We xinderstand 

comes 

that the closer the content of the test to the content of the learning ac- 
tivities, the more likely students are to perform well on that test. The 
same is true of the task structvure. In the extreme case, where the exact ■ 
content and tasks to be administered on the test have been used in teaching, 
tests of knowledge are gtonftrally invalidated. Such test? show simply that 

students can do activities they have already done; they do not show 
that students can do other,, related activities on which they have Mi\ prac- 
ticed. 

* 

If students have learned something by means of participation in an 
activity that requires from them very different performances than the test 
activity, we can assume that the test is measuring at best only a .vivinple 
of what those students have learned For example, when standardised tests 
I>rovide a set of alternative responses for students to choose from, they do 



not test fch« students' ability to formulate svwh responsw^ to rctcalX tl.»« 
nec«ssaxv infoaratation and to organize it in the mc&smxy way. they only 
test the «twdonts' ability to judge the adequacy o£ solutions already .ioi?-" 
mulatod. Such a testr therefore, will not in general be able to di&tsxim"- ' 
inate betjsroen atu^ertts who were able to formulate correct K«»spons«« to th® 
question posed in the stew and those who were only able to j'Jdg® th«» 
correct response when it was presented to them. Ir. using auch an instru- 
ment in research on activity structures , the .researcher must be a^are of 
the outcomes it is sensitive to and those it is. not. 

The difficulty is particularly siavere with respect to the social 
structure of activities. Standardized tests of achiveusejvfe give no' indica- 
tion whatever of how well a student .may be able to facilitate a group "s 
work on a problem. School or teaches? who designi a' eurriculum that 
features group problem solving will therefore find that standardised tests 
do not offer their students an opportunity to display the full set of out" 
comtts of such activities. A tost whose social structure called for students 
to work in small groups to answer questions would more nearly do so* The 
investigator concerned with the full range of outcomes of {different activ- 
ities is almost certain to f.ind that the stereotyped social patterns of 
formal testing are a barrier. 

Research on the social and performance characteristic^t of tests in re- 
lation to the activities whose outcomes th«y are designed to meaiisure deserves 

a high priority if we are to develop the capability for measuring the full 

. .f 

■■ 

range of outcomes of our educational activities. When w@ Uitder^ttand the 
test situation itself/ we shall be able to design and redesign measures 
appropriate to different outcomes. My own judgment is that we vdll not 
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und«rstaiEj<i ths other activity stsructui'as and their affects until w« under- 
stand those involved in tasting, I would therefore place research on the 
atruccure c*£ the test situation at the top of my priority list. 

There are threw other areas of great raseauech interest with respect 
to activity structures that ara closely related to knowledge, curricula, 
and goals. .One is concerned with issues of productivity, a second with 
issues of eqxsiicy^ and a third with issuea of social relevance. 

Soma activities are more pjfoductive of a given type of learning than 
are others, A major goal of research in curriculum and instruction has 
traditionally been to discover those activities that are particularly pro- 
ductive for various sorts of learning. Unfortunately, such research has 
yielded disappointingly few positive results. Only the grossest features 
of activities have been confirmed by resear<*i as affecting achievement. 
The inclusion of an item of content in a curriculum or instructional pro- 
gram ganferally enhances students' knowledge of that item. Markedly greater 
emphasis on a topic also pro<Suces greater learning. But these gross fea- 
tures pertain mora to the extent to which any sort cf learning opportunity ' 
has been provided than they do to the specific structure of the learning 
activities. When activities of equivalent content and emphasis but dlffer- 
ing organization are con^ared,.no consistent results euro found favoring one 
or another form of activity structure. (Walker and Schaf f araick , 1974)'. 

Perhaps more careful theoretical analysis of the content, performance, 
and social structure of activities • and more canny design of instruments to 
measure the full range of their outcomes would begin at last to shov^ positive 
results from such research* It has bean suggested ^ for example^ that 
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activitios may have diffarent results with students of different aptitudes 
and that this obscures the finding of overall superiority of one activity 
over anp^her of similar conte^tt. If so, we would want to know what it is 

/ 

in the activity structure that produces these differential effects so that 
they could be controlled by the activity designer. To dis^ovi^c this, it 
would be nec^dsary to analyze the activity in a theoretically :xk ^ingful 
way. We,do^ not know yet how to do this. 1 suggest, therefore, that care? 
f ul empirical , theoreticaflly guided research on the relationship ^between 
particular structural features of activities and their detailed outcomes, 
should be a high priority for the program of research contemplated. ' 

It would be necessary to incorporte variables descriptive of contjant 
structure into such research, if only to control for them. Existing tax- 
onomic schemes (Bloom, 19S6; Olson, 1974; Posner^nd StriHe,,, 1976)'. may '-prove 
to be of some value in analysing content and content-related performance 
structures. It is highly likely that the various , levels of structure and 
outcomes will interact heavily, n«rcs&ii.ating eitlier large, carefully de- 
signed experiments with multivariate analyses of results ""or else sensitive , 
careful, and detailed case studies of sets of activities designed to differ 
in known ways, an(2 probably a combination of both would be better than ei- 
ther alone. ^ 

A given activity will generally be more productive of learning with / 
some students than others, raising questions of equity. Cleai'ly a class- 
room in which the activities are consistently more productive for one group 
of students than for anotiier is inequitable if other activities can be found 
whose benefits are distributed tAore evenly. Again, current research 
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confirms only tho grossest effects,, Students whose nativ*> language is 
other than the language of instruction do not xeam as well as students 
whose native language is also the language of inst uotion. But thought- 

observers speculate that various social groups may possess distinctive 
cognitive styles that make conventional ychool activities less effective 
for them (Castaneda and Ramirez, 1974). Cole, Gay, Glick, and Sharp (1971) 
conclude a thorough experimental and ethnographic study of thinkiixc and 
problem-solving among the Kpelle people Africa with their belief that 
tests are simply 'specially contrived occasions for fJie manifestation of 
cognitive Skills' learned as part of 'the kinds of activities that people 
often engage in and hence ought to be skillful at dealing with. ' (pp 216-7) 
Hence different cultures, subcultures, and even early family envircJnn^nts 
ought to produce students whose abilities to leaum frqm particular types 
of school activities differ. The argument is persuasiye and the indirect 
evidence is convincing, but we need direct confirmatiin and detailed under- 
standing of these relations if we are to determine this sorts of activities 
that would be most productive fbr all students, and therefore most equit- 
able. Again, 1 think careful empirical research guided by apt theoretical 
analysis of activity structures can give us the firm information we need* 
The same sorts of research useful for examining .the pji;odactivity of activi- 
ties ought to be capable of the ext.ensions necessary t6 determine differen- 
tial productivity with different students, the chief additional difficulty 
being to find characteristics of students to be used as a basis for differ- 
entiation in data analysis. 1 would suggest that this differentiation best 
be made dynamically, if it proves empirically possible to do so, by expos- 
ing students to diJIltarent types of activities and differentiating on the 
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bases of their responses to the activities. 

Finally^ a given activity will have different degrees of relevance to 
the lives and careers of different • students. Some activities may have 
little relevance to anything important in life outside the schools. I 
think it is not advisable to attempt to judge the relevance of each 
activity independently. Rather, an activity's social relevance depends 
upon tixa larger patterns of skill and knc=wledge it is used, to build. These 
larger patterns will be taken up in a later section of the paper. Con- 
sideration of this set of issues will therciiiore be postponed briefly. 

Classroom Structures 

/ 

Activities may be and usually are strung together into larger patterns 
that' may produce more impbr'tant outcomes than may be achieved by any single 
-activity. The classroom iki the arena where these larger patterns are 
created in American schools. Beyond the classroom, at higher levels of 
organization including school, school-district, or school-system, patt6m3 " 
are built from courses, subjects curricula, or similar units based on con- 
tent, time, or other abstract dimensions. The classroom is the higheift 
level of organization at which the full complexities of student activities 
are considered in educational planning. I think it is significant, in this 
connection, that a decade of study of variations in sr'.u.^! achievement 
* iva shown that the most significant variation is within schools, (Jencks 
Brown, 1975) and I would suppose that the research on classrooms holds 
the key to explaining such stable variations in student achievement patterns 
as wo shall be able to explain. I would urge the highest priority during 
the next dacade for rt^search that will clarify what factors within 

'J 



11 

classrooms are most iininadiately responsible for schooling effects. 

Research on schooling structures within claasrcoms is not my siibject 
here, however, only those aspects of classrooms on which knowledge curric- 
ula, an goals bear importantly. I think there suTg three such aspects: 
subjects and subject-matter; pupil evaluation? and the social *elavance 
of classroom structures and activities. 

Classrooms teach subjects. In the academic curr'iulum the subjects 
taught are nlosely related to the recognized forms and divisions of know- 
ladge — - the academic disciplines. But this resemblance may be as decep- 
tive as it is revealing even in higher education. And , in elementary and 
secondary schooling the resemblance between what the specialist recog- 
nizes as, say science, and what appears in schools may be remote, indee t. 

An academic discipline as understood by its practitioners is a body 
of concepts (i.e. a conceptual structiure) by means of which it is possible 
to deal with certain range and type of subject matter (i*e* substantive ' 
:itructure) and a set of methods, procedures, and criteria for discovery 
and verification of knowledge in that discipline (i.e. syntactical struc- 
tures) (Schwab, 1964). This conception of the disci^iline is built ihto 
coxirses and textbooks used for inducting neophytes into the speoialty, that 
is, in upper level tmd graduate texts and courses. 

Introductory collcige courses sonuitiinsd follow the i^.'9<ilv accepted 
vsrsion of the discipline, but^" they often do not. Applications are intro- 
duced to illustrate the uses of the discipXin<^ * s knowledge. Difficult or 
enotetiic topics are dropped or deemphasized. it is helpful co think of > 
the academic subject as a collection of related disciplines organized for 
teaching. Most introductcry college cpuraes, then, present a subject — * 



12 



physics, say — - which consists of selections from various disciplines — 
high energy physics, fluid mechanics, electricity and magnetism -organ- 
ised to introduce aspiring specialists to these disciplines. A subject is 
several related disciplines organized for rapid, efficient transmission to 
neophytes . 

« Still another version of the knowledge offered by the discipl^^ie is 
created to serve the purpose of general education. We might call this the 
school subject, to emphasize the role it plays in general education rather 
than in the preparation of potential new recruits, School subjects are 
represented primarily in taxtbooJcs used in teaching introductory college 
courses, or secondary school courses. Not uncommonly, school subjects in- 
elude more than one discipline, just as subjecSts include several specials 
ties within their discipline. For example, physical "^ence exists as a 
subject and includes parts of physics, chemistry, astronomy, geology V and 
other physical science disciplines. 

Eventually, a point is reached where the school subject includes only 
knowledge so widely knovn tliat it cannot truthfully be said to be the prop- 
erty of any disoipline- or subject, it is simply general knowledge that 
has become associated with^or was once associated with^a certain family of 
disciplines. This can be foxyid in elementary science books, for example, 
where topics like animals, plants, the weather, the seasons, and so on 
appear. . / 

School subjects, then, are by no means simply elementary versions of 
disciplines and subjects. Knowledge from disciplines enters into theih, but 
other factors enter in as well^and the selection of what enters in is not 
made solely by members of the discipline, nor is it made solely in the 



interests o£ tha advanoomant of kJiowladga in that dlscipXlna. A aaS^i^Sa 
a resultant of a wldar array of social forced* . 

Items that arouse the interest of laymen will be emphasised, over 
a period of tiate^ history often becomes distorted in these treatments so 
as to conform to the pedagogical purpose, as when the history of science 
is represented as a steady march of progress. Material is often selected 
from acad<smic siibjects to serve a moral purpose in the corresponding school 

subject. Thta sro?y of Galileo's persecution by the church for his aatro'* 

■ ■ ^ 

nomical theorists is ciittn used to drive home the value of autonomy for 
scientific inquiry. Thwt use of academic subject matter to teach moral 
lessons was <>..-)<r.fi much more common and explicit than it is inoday. Ruth 
Miller Bison's Guardians of Tradition shows beautifully how in the 19th 
century , American schoolbooks were used to teach explioitly an enormous 
variety of moral, political, economic, and social attitudes, beliefs, and 
vslues. Today, such teaching is more muted, but it is by no means absent. 

The knowledge included in a school! course, then, must not be^thought 
of as a fixed quantity to which all else must be adjusted. On the other 
hand , the place of an item of knowledge in the discipline cannot be en- 
tirely ignored in determining content and activities in any school subject. 
A science clasa that presents content however Well selected but makes no 

provic^cn for students to engage in the tasks of Inquiry or to experience 

♦ 

the role behaviors of science would, one might argue, oonstitue a defec- 
tive presentation of the subject. 

Subject matter is not infinitely plastic } it makes demands upon the 
structure of activities and of larger classroom patterns. We do not know 
in general what these demands are, and it seems likely that this knowledge 
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will hava- to be worked out. fQj? «ach specific subject at each level of 
difficulty. I hold out little promise for the identification of generic 
characteristics of subject matter-complexity, or degree of hierachical 
structure, for example-that predict the types of classroom or activity 
structures that are most effective in teaching ^e subject. Too much 
depends upon the specifiics of the content. 

1 would suggest, therefore, that research into the effects of various 
forms of classroom structure be preceded by an analysis from several appro- 
priate points of view of the content strt^cture of the activities included 
as well as their perform|mce structure and social structure, and then "that- 
alternative versions be designed differing in ways considered pertinent to 
the particular investigation, with a reasonably, complete description in ' 
hand, it should be possible to construct indices referring to such matters 
as content complexity, though my personal judgment is that the relationships 
involved are to entangled, too interactive for simple main effects of any 
such variables to explain test results. 

4 1 ' , ' ' 

Practices in the evaluation of student performance . in the classroom 
are critical features of whatever may be the effeotive patterns of class- 
room order-social, intellectual ,t^or otherwise. Formally, student perfor- 

.1 

mance* is evaluated by tests — teacher-made tests , commercial tests sup- 
, plied with the textbook or sold separately, official tests administ'ired 
by the district or state which may be standardised on a nationwide' basis 
or mHy be normed on only the local population, in addition to formal 
measures, teachers' judgments of such pupil oharaateristiea as effort, 
potential, conduct, attitudes, and the like are often made part of the basis 
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£or judging 9tud«nts' parformasnco in a courso. 

Only a narrow range o£ the goals professed for education are measured ' 
in such tests — chiefly academic goals > knowledge of subject matter ai^d 
facility with critical academic skills such as reading, writing, and 
arithmetic* Personal growth in any of the many dimensions often stated 
in official school philosophies are almost never assessed formally. 
Attitudes toward- and abilities to perform in importrnt social rolel^- 
citizen, prouucer, consumer ,/ parent , spouse, and the like are almost 
never tested. To- the extent that students' energies are directed in accod- 
dance with the. criteria used in formal evaluation of their perf oxpance , 
this narrowness in formal' measures tends to narrow the range of goals- 
effectively pursued in classrooms. Standardized measures ^e narrowest 

of airiufid therefore have the greatest tendency to narrow the range of 

1. 

professed educational goals actually pursued. Qompetency-based testing is 
designed, in part, to broaden the range of goals .tested for and to make 
the tests mors closely related bo the perfonnances that will actually be 
'.expected of students outside school. ' Whiather they 'actually serve this 
function or whether they simply .ch<mge the narrow focus of formal testing 
remains to be seen and ia a fit topic for research, though possibly not 
in this partieulw: program. 

A narrow range of measured outcomes makes, it more likely that tasting 
will be inequitable. The tasks demanded of students in any test are likely 
to be more relevant some to social situations that others* A narrow range 
of tasks ensures that students exposed to those situations where these part 
icular tasks are most relevant will be consistently favored. On the other 
hadn, the more we try to design bests that are not closely related to any 
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particular social situation that might be mora familiar to aom« studant's 
than to others » tha more w« risk a prass toward irrelevance » toward pure- 
ly academic, school-related '.knovladge' that has little or no direct appli- 
cation outside school. The only solution to this dilaimna lies in a wid'S 
range of foxmal measures whose p'articular bases may be permitted to coun- 
teract one another. ' > » 

♦ 

As we will see in a later ^section, howaver, broad spectrum measures 
are least useful^ for purposes of external control of schools. Also, con- 
structing tests of many of the non-uognitive goals of education is tech- 
nically beyond our prtisent powers in many instances. One way to broaden 
thr spectif^ p£ measures used to evaluate stuiient perfonnance without en- ' 

r " . ' 

countering these difficulties is to improve and systematize teacher judgment. 

Very little is reliably known about how teachers presently proceed in 
making judgments about pupils' performance in areas not ooverad by formiil 
measures. We know that their judgments are, to put the matter kindly, ' ' 
highly inferential and unsystematic. But we also know that human judgments 
can be sensitive and reliable indicators of extremely cbmples phenomena, 
things as complex as gymnastic perfdrmanoe, grades of lumbar, apples', or ' 

ri ■ ^ * . 

Other commodities, or the state of health of a patient, theise heights of 
quality in human judgment are attained whim raw unaided judgment is disci- 
plined by training and assisted by scales and rating schemes* I do not un- 
derstand why thase technig:ues have not been applied to the extremely im- 
portant problem of assessing the more complex outoomns of classroom practices 
Teachers around the ooutitry could be trained and 'calibrated' to one an- 

-I ' ' * 

Other or to an external standard in much the same way amateur astronmers 

are> taught by correspondence to judge the brigh'^ess of variable stars with - 

. • -.^ 

• . is " „ 
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auf£ic;ient accuracy to provldoi scientifically important data* The creation 
of only one such judging scheinA,Mor only one important comiplex outcome 
would, I thixUc, show what could 'Ji^e done with this technique and lead to 
rapid development of a variety of juc^gmental measures for non-»intellective 

outcpmes as well as intellective ones. Judgmental indices might be devel- 

r 

oped for su<!h non-intellective outcomes as autonomy, self-respect, self- 
oateem, conx'idence, integrity, capacity for objective self -evaluation, 
\t. comnitment to iaqportant social values, effectiveness, in interpersonal 

• ■ .J* 

relations f capacity for working within and through organiza^^ions ^ capacity 
for political action^ wall as traits of character ^ beliefs f feelings 
and creative and ^preciative abilities. 

Finally # the impact of evaluation procedures and devices depends^ 

♦ 

critically upon how they and their results are used. An intriguing . ■ 
study was done in the 1930*3 that has not to my 'knowledge been, repeated, 
' indicating that very substantial g'ains in end-of-oourSe aichievement were 
obtained by the single expedient of malcing each test given in the^.course 
cover all material previously presented in the course, rather than cover- 
ing only the material presented since the last test. (Learned and Hawkes, 

1940) * It is known thai^ small variations in the conditions of administra- 
o£ a 

tion test can significantly Affect scores* We need to .understand the 
impact of various classroom uses of te^ts oh what they measure*/ 



Different learnings inevitably vhave different degrees of appli^aSIULty 

' ' ' • ■, < ■ ■ . 

for persons in different social situations* When what is presented in a 
classroom is consistently more useful to some students thajn others, we v 

' 1 9 • 
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should not be surprised to find graater aiphievement among those for whom 
the material Li mora useful, either presently or in anticipation, Mora- 
over ^ when the material presented is more closely related to social situa- 
tions the studei^t has encountered at home or in her neighborhood, we should 
expect a greater degree of readiness to learn it, even perhaps prior mas- 
tery of it. Such inequities have been forcibly called to our attention in 
recent years, especially where minorities and women are concerned. In an 
V effort to counteract these sources of inequity, materials and activities a 
are sometimes designed that have little relevspnce to any social situation. 
];f 'such items are not altogether useless, they at least favor those students 
whose powers of generalisation are mat developed, permitting them to apply 
the generalized presentation to their v'articular situation. 
^ Efforts io make' classroom worH more relevant to students* lives and 

social ^situations raise poignant dilemmas. Most students from all, social 
strata aspire during their school years to occupations near the top of the 
valutf hierarchy. Do we therefore draw mainly upon these occupations for' 
' our pedagogical examples? If sio, we offer examples closer' to the experience 
of students from higher status l^ackgrounds. On ,the other hand, if we qfier 
examples drawn from students' actual social situations what are we doing 
to. their aspirations? Where in all this does the school find its proper 
role with respect to students, parents, peer groups^ other Reference gr^^ups, 
and the larger society? 

The reformer bent upon showing that the content of school programs is^ 
biased can certainly do so from some one of these perspectives^ for no 
matter what itshoice the school makes, the results will favor some social 
group / and if some social group is to hh favored it will naturally be the 
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dominant one; that is what doadnant means. Wa can only under stui^d the 

difficult choices c^pen to us in this troubled area if we comprehend the 

full range of what Broudy (1970) has aptly called 'the life uses of school 

learnings • . If we assume that each item learned has only th^ obvious uses 

--learning to spell is only useful for writing, learning a language is 

only useful for reading, speaking, or writing Uiat language, learning k 

skill is only useful when that skill is used — then no research is. 

needed. It is a routine matter to note wha,t social roles call for what ' 

capabilities and then to determine the array of roles for which a .given 

item of learning ii relevant. But if leaniing to-, spell also makes a 

person less ashamed of writing and therefore mora willincr to do it,, if 

learning a language helps a person understand the limitations cif his 

/ na- 

• ' ' , .. ■. 

tive language, if learning a skill contributes to a person's. sense, of com- 

petenoe, then we need to know how different learnings contribute to com- 
petence in different life situations. Oniy when we know how the important 
dontent of the various subjects may be used will be able to judge the ex-^ ^ 
tent to which they may be of differential value to persons vitii different 
social origins, circumstances, or aspirations. If we wish to takis these 
questions beyond polemic, we must have knowledge of the potential and 
actual life uses of school learnings. ' 

If you want a large number of students to kAow something^ the single, 
most effective thing you can do, apparently, is simply to giye them an 
opportunity to learn it (Husen, 1967). I will venture the hypothesis, as 
yet unsupported by data directly testing it, that the next inost effective 
thing would be to make something important to the student contingent upon 
attainment of the knowledge, i.e., to make it an operational goal for the 



atudont. ^In many cases students aro simply not' awave that their perfor- 
mance £alls short of our goals for them or, more important, of what is or 
will be expected of them in qualifying for or accomplishing something 
important to them. Dornbush (1974) found that high school studeiits in 
San Fran jiseo who were barely passir ^ schoolwork with performance that 
at ^jesf faiailiarized them with the academic subjects but did not give - 
them tfi6: mastery they would heed for further study in college, neverthe- 
less aspired to attend college and were apparently not aware that their 
high school performance would be, an impediment. Ogbu (1974) found that 
many youngsters in Stockton, California, who were only marginally pass- 
ing their academic work in school believed they already knew it , apparently 
because they had studied it before even though unsuccessfully by the tea- 
Cher's and school's standards. Apparently the students* goals had been 
met by an inadequate performance and nobody or nothing in ^ the school man- 
ag^d to make the school higher standards truly effective in guiding thejir 
judgments of their performance. 

It is. likely that many students persist in unsatisfactory performance 
because they think, for any of a number of reasons, tlict they cannot do 
better. In their own pinds they are helpless, to improve scholastlcally. 
Unleiss the school forcefully demonstrates to each student that adequate 

.r 

achievemiBnt is possible, belief in their own inability to achieve, com- 
bined with the school's willingness to provide the things most important 
^ to the student anyway — promotion to the next grade, passing marks, a . 
high school diploma — work to confirm the si^udent's iirtpressipn that he or 
,8he is doing veil enough and As well as he or she can. Adamnant insistianee 
that students accomplish what they truly cannot or f i«mly believe they 
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cannot, o£ course, could .jhave serious negative consequences. But a com- 
p^lalsant attitude toward mastery conveyed by the teacher or school ex- 

i' 

plicitly or in operating procedures is certain to depress achievement for 
students £or whom the goal o£ mastery of an item has not been internalized 
as a personal goal. 

The study of how students 'read'- the school* s goals and how they form 
their own in rei^onse and the effect of both on student outcomes (a broad 

range of achievement variables and otheir outcomes of interest) strikes me 

f / 

as of the .iighest urgency^.4uid priority. First, objective, valid means of 

/' • ' 

/' ■ 

detecting or measuring students' actual goals for their own performance 

must be found. Since students who do not share the school goals for 

themi'are likely to be failing oi* marginal students and virtually certain' to 

'- ■ . ■ . >; 

exhibit one or another variety of maladaptive or disruptive behavior (by ^ 

' ' ' ■ . , 

school standards , again) they are likely to have a number of character is- 

tics that set them off from their fellows ^in addition to those 'associated 

with goals. Both Dombu«ih (1974) and Ogbu, (1974) seem to have made good 

starts in this direction, Oombush by asking students, how well they be- 

lieyed they were doing and comparing that with ifeoords of achieveme^nt, 

r 

and Ogbu by interview ethnographic methods* " 

When we are able to detect these goal maladies and distinguish them 
from other causes of poor performance with which, they are commonly aissociated 
the next logical step would be to' carry out experiments in which attempts 
of various types are made to secure aoeisptance and internalization by the 
student of school goals in some subject, and consequences ob8erve,d* Mu- 
manity as well as good scientific procedure iem&nds that we insure that 
these goals truly are important for the student befoire convincing him that 
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thay are. In part, we cao satisfy ourselvts on this point by choosing 
subjects like reading and arithmetic which enter into such a wide variety 
of( out«of-school activities for everyone that their value can hardly be 
questioned* But we must also check with individuals and groups important 
to,„the student. If parents and faaiily judge the goals to be important, 
if peer group members do (or, more realistically, persons now mature who' 
were once like pee^ , if figures important in the student's neighborhood 
and community do, then we can be confident that we are not imposing a. 
harmful goal. Ensuring that the student is truly able to accomplish the 
goal is is^ossible, but we can approach certainty by checking the students.' 
performance ijfi other areas of life outside school. Unless -'lAe- student , 
shows marked perf oxmance decrements in activities outside' school peer 

s 

group and family activities, chiefly, but also simply living and getting 
around in his environment — « we can assume ability to accomplish school 
goals. Even if the student does exhibit difficulties outside school that 
seem traceable to low mental ability, we need only set the goals lower 
initially and gradually se^ how far they can be raised.;^. 

The dominant psychological traditions of research^on motivation em- 
phasizes interpersonal influence* I would encourage future research to 
concentrate rather on classroom and school practices and policies. Tea*- 
chers are often urged to establish a personal relationship with each 
student, in part, at Idast, in hopes that the student will therefore pay 
more attention to what the teacher says and does. In the early grades this 
may be a valuable, even a necessjury techniqiue. But in upper elementary and 
secondary school, evidence indicates that' impersonal factors are more im« 
portent than teacher personality or other personal characteristics of the 



,/ 
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tea^httTf even In influencing student attitudes. For /ixm^la, Koxmin (1970) 
found to his surprise that personed charp/^teristip^ of the teacher were 
less important as determinants of student atU^tudes toward a subject and 
of behavior in the classrooili (peurticUlarly: engagement) than impersonal, 
task-related characteristics. MusgroW and Taylor (1969) found that Eng- 
lish school children rated teachers^ methods of teaching ( Sample item; 

"A good teachrir encourages you/1^ work hard at school") higher than teachers' 

/ 

personalities or their meth^s of discipline^ in the students ' images of the 
ideal teacher. Such indications should encourage inyestigatovs to examine 
teaching techniques and practices in addition to (I woiild even say in pre- 
ference to) the more affectively toned and interpersonal variables. ' 

School a^d School-SvJtem Structures. 

Schools '> influence on student outcomes is , for the most part, mediated 
by clasaTrooms and allocate critical resources — <^ time/ teaching/learning 
materials, facilities among classrooms and teachers.. Schools or school 
districts school districts sometimes set overal 1 student performance 
criteria in the form of external examinatiqns or graduation requirements .- 
Teachers' performance is also evaluated at school or district level. Inno- 
vations which affect more than one classroom must 'be approved at school or 
district levels. Often innovatiiims originate here, though often, too, 

t * 

schools lack thft resources and mechanisms' to implement innovations effec- 
tively; lack provision for teacher inservioe education # and lack time and 
expertise for determining local needs and planning innovations. Schools 
mediate between the ooinnunity and the classroom, conflicts among teachers 
and departments are adjudicated at the school level. Since each of these 
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acti^?ities carriad on at the school level influehces' classrooms in potan~ 

important ways, schools have potentially << . , 

tially^^^erful though indirect effects on achievement. In addition to - 

these indirect effects/ schools may also influence students directly tiirough 

the climate established in ttie institution, its institutional press, and 

the priorities established among activities and goals at the school level.' 

Although the most recent round of large-scale survey research has 

found much greater variation in achievement within schpols than between 

them, (Jencks and Brown ,1975) this is not, in my judgment, rea'son to assume 

that schools as institutions are unimportant influences on students,— the 

research is not at all definitive. But it does suggest that research on 

classrooms is more likely yield factors that can be directly related to 

measured achievement. I strongly suspect .that if the outcomes measured 

* 

were expanded, school effects would also be found, though they would gen- 
erally be smaller than classroom effects. ^ 

in my judgment, two problem areas are important in connection with 

] 

knowledge, curricula, and goals at ibhe school and -district level* the pre- 
vailing subject organization of school cxirricula anSa its effects, and the 
role of the school in mediating among different goals and priorities of 
different groups. • . 



I 

Various reformers have urged that we eliminate subjects. They regret 

the artificial divisions subjects seem to general. . in the unbroken web of 

human knowledge. Alfred North Whitehead put this complaint niost eloquently t 

There is only one subject matter for education, and that is 
Life in all its manif flotations . Instead of this single unity, 
we offer children — Algebra, Uom. which nothing follows; 
Geometry, from which nothing follows ; Science, from which 
nothing follows; History from which nothing follows; a Couple 
of languages, never mastered; and lastly, most dreary of all, 

or 



Litaraturaj.. ..Can such a list be said tti^ repraseut Llfa^ 
as it is known in the midst df the living of it? 'The be^t 
that can ba said of it is, that it is a rapid table. of con** 
tents which a deity might run over in his' mind while he was 
thinking of creating a world, and had not yet datemined 
how to put it together. (Whitehead, 1929, pp 10-11} 



They point out that the organization of kr^owledga and skill that is best 
from a logical point of view, from the point of view of the scholar in the 
discipljjnci or the advanced practitioi;ier of some occupation, may not be 
beat also for the neophyte, for 'rhe requiremehts of teaching, especially 
of general as contrasted with specialized education. It mighfflae better, 
some reformers have argued, to. b6gin with the child's present needs ahd 
interests and gradually buiJd" toward the logical structure of subjects. 
They have devised curricula that are organized around such concepts as 
"transportation", ."the city", "other lands and peoples" with various bits 
and pieces of subjects brought in as neelded in the understanding of ttmse 

■ * • • . ■ 

familiar and important features. of the world out^ide^'^^e school. 

Still others have cicitized a subject organization as inherently con- ( 
servative and almost certainly out -dated. They point out "that the society,, 
social issues and problems, the worlds of work and- of daily life are 

w 

changing at a fantastic rate, whilc| subjects, by their very nature look to 
the unchanging or slowly changing past. Just compare what is being Written 
and read today with what appears in English courses, or tod«»y'8 matheinatios 
of computers and statistics with what appears in math courses ^d you will 

see the inevitable lag between subjects and life. 

(* ' 

It han been argued that «ubjeets are of little direct use in daily life 
except to those fev students who go on to become act^demios. The effort to 
stlstain other children's interest in this material is an unnecessary burden 
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on teachers and schools. ' 

It is difficult I also, to accomodate the other aims o£ education with- 
in the molds' created by academic subjects. Moral and value questions can 
only be treated in a very peculiar' academic fashion. The transmissidh of ' 
culftural and Rioral values and norms is made unnecessarily difficult hy the 
academic organ:.zation and emphasis of school atrricula; Vhe subjects place 
too much reliance on purely cognitive > purely symbj^lic matters. They, only 
permit a sterile > pade, wea)c contact with the academic's reconstructions 
of reality. 

It has even been argued that^t^e school subjects are not well suited ■ 
to devAloping intellectual eJoilities* All we give students in^ academic 
subjects is factual knowledge. Subject matter emphasis encourages mental 
passivity, prevents transfer of knowledge, and fails to encourage active 
use of what is acquired. The traditional teaching techniques such a cur- 
riculum favors are didactic, expository, prescriptive, and deductive -r- 
unsui^ad to teaching students how to think. 

Scholars Have undermined the justifications for the subject curriculum 
to a consideri^le degree. Piaget's work calls into questioi^, whether the 
workings of children's minds permits them to assimilate the concepts ol' 
the dwiaciplines. Philosophers have questioned the assumptions about t^e 
humand mind and about human knowing, embodied ins juistifications of the sub<- 
ject . Polanyi (1967), for example, argues that public, 

prepositional knowledge of the sort considered by philosophers rests on an - 
unarticulated basis of tacit, perr^onal knowledge,, and that we neglect this 
more basic for^ of human knowing at our peril. Students of ihtell,ectual 
history poit4t out that the current set of academic disciplines did not 



exist a century ago^ that each dlscipXine has a unique and oheokeved hi8«» 
toxYt that the development of these dlaciplines may be a part of a peculiar 
historical ntcment and may serve purposee of which their members are only 
dimly aware. It may be that science serves primarily the function of 
inducing acceptance of a worldview and metaphysics congenial to a^ indus* 
trical and tec^ological society « just as the teaching of theology once 
served to strengthen European theocracies. Anthropologists stress the 
formal comparability of the knowledge represented in many culttiural systems, 
most of which. have nothing comparable to disciplines e 

And yet, in spite of attacks from all sides sustained for more than, 
a cfinturyf the subjet.t curriculum survives in colleges, universities, <> and 
ucondary school, and does not do too badly in elementary schools* Only in 
pre-school and primary programs is it s^^bstantially challenged by an alter- 
native form of curricular organisation* How has it managed to survi^ve? 
Partly because 'the case for it -has remained convincing to so. many* But ^ 
mainly, I think, because it is functional. Subjects perform, so manyi im- 
portant functions in so 'many far-flung 'corners of . a diverse and ill-coord- 
inated enterprise that they proviv^e almost the only integration and con- 
tinuity the enterprise can exhibit* ' 

4 

Consider the important role played by school subjects in the following 
aspects of the operation of schools t 

-Within school^, time and space are allocated to subjects; students are 
assigned to study certain subjects in certain places at certain times. ^ 

-Facitlities , such as laboratories, gymnasia,. art rooms, etc*, are assigned 
by abject > so are supplies and materials, including textbooksi. 

-Frequently, teachers are organized in departments based on subject matter. 



VTaachers are hired and .assigned to teach on the ba^is of their subject 
matter qpiialifications. 

-Decisions to change curriculum or teaching methods are often made within 
subjects, as when the niath teachers decide to change their text adootion. 

-Students' performance is evaluated on a subject-by-subject basis. 

-Ail course offerings .must fit within a department in secondary schools. . 
and colleges; thus, additions to the curriculum are made within a frame . 
set by subjects. 

-students fonn attitudes toward subjects? on the basis of these attitudes " 
(in part) they judge their fitness for furth^er study and 'for jobs ^elated 
to that subject. ^' . 

.V 

-For many teachers, the primary attraction of the job lies in the opportunity 

, , » • . ♦ 

it gives them to deal with an interesting sxibject* ^ • 
Outside the school i " \ ' 

-Teachers are prepartad and certified in a subject, 
-^extbooks are. written and produced in subjects. 

r. 

-Graduation requirements, college entrance requirements and the like are 
expressed in terms of the coo^letion of itudy in certain subjects. 

-Teacher^ are organized in part by subject) many professional journals for 
teachers are published by suibjeot matter associations. 

Any one pf these tasks could prob^ly be accomplished without reference to 
any school subject. But is th^re another single basis for accomplishing 
^1 of them? If there should be one that I cannot imagine^ would it achieve 
the acceptance of teacher educators/ texthook publishers^ university entrance 

examining committees /'school districts/ and the other agencies whose inter** 

''' ' • 

looking efforts axe? needed to make a mass system of education operate? 
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In physical science, when a system is held in a partitJuiar state by 
the action of more forces than are needed to keep it there, the system is 
said tdVerdatermined. Subject organiaation of curricula is an overde-. 
termined system. As much as I sympathiae with thany of the complaints ■ 
about subject organiaation, I think the attempt to undermine it is mis-,, 
placed. Effort wouM be better directed toward making the system more 
/flexible so that- features of the curriculum not really mandated by subject 
organiaation but justified that way could be replaced. 

An important chapter in the history of American curriculum reform is 
the story of -repeated attempts to displace the subject curriculum with 
other, more flexible schemes. These attempts have faieen successful only in 
the kindergart^an, pre-achool, and primary grades, temporary successes 
have been scored in certain institutions at other levels, but these have 
rarely spread to a significant proportion of public sohopis, and have 
frequently not lasted a 9eneration. 

Sxperimenti^l comparisons between the more pirominent schemes and tra- 
ditional instruction have been carried out, but inconclusively. The chief 
obstacle to a useful ^comparison is absence of agreement on a yardstick of 
results. If subject«matter achievement is takne as the yearstiek, and if 
data are collected and treated in such as way as to make a sensitive com- 
parison, subject-matter based curricula win. (Walker and Schaffaraick, 
1974). If, on the other hand, measures more directly related to what is 
taught and studied in the t\ew program are used, the challenger wins. When 
.both are used, each wins on its own turf and laymen are left to decide which 
results are most Important — they almost always opt for subject matter 
achievement. An additional problem occurs when we attempt to compare 
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pvo^rasui pursuing a ralatlvf Xy narrow va^ge of goals vltft programs pur- 
suing a broadsr ranga. It wouXd ba unraasonabla to axpaet as much ^dvanca 
on aaeh of a Xarga aat of goals a;» 'on a much smallar sat'. So any ooidparison 
on a f aw maasuras favors a narrowly focusad program pursuing a f aw ralatad 
goals — most subjaist .curricula may ba so oharetarizad — ^whila any co«~ 
parison on a larga atray of maasuras must be vary wall dasighad if it is 

to dataot-.ralativaly small gains in tiiM intervals of a year or .lass. 

,1, ■ . ' 

For all thesa reasons, Z would be skeptical of the value of research 
into altomativei to the. subject curriculum. I would raeonnend such a 
study only if tv . ' * 

a. the new basis of organization could be shown capable of performing 
ail or most of the critical functions performed by subjects, not just 
one or two of them, 

b. the goals pursued by the, now program overlapped substantially with 
those pursued by traditional subject-centered programs, so that an ., 
interpretable eoniparison of outcomes could be made. 

c. the alternative basis of organization already lias so much support 
, that its proponents will put it into, practice anyway, but would 

otherwise not be able or interested in mounting research to cooqpare 

effects with subject curricula* 

Sven under these conditions, Z would suspect that such research might be 

of little practical value, because I simply cannot Imagine thp political 

situation thft supports the subject curriculum being upset by research 

results of any but the most staiftUng kind* 

- ■ . ♦ 

Vhe diffioulties involved in assessing the effects of diffei^ent tm^ 
are highlighted 1£ we contrast prei^ent icadiW^l.c and vocational outricula* 
ificula^ ae two programs involve studiints in substantially different 
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.cours«8 and activitlw over several years, if curricular differences make 
a difference, surely it should show up here. The evidence ithat exists tends 
^ to s.l^ow that the academic curriculum produces superior tested achievement.' 
In addition, chances of a student's getting a college education a^e much 
greater in ths academic curriculum. (Shaycoft,, 1973) Even when' statistical 
corrections are applied to correct for different academic ability or socio- . 
economic status of entering students, academic curricula still produce more- 
students who enter and complete college. Furthermore, studies indicate that 
graduates of ,^cational programs do worse than graduates of academic curri- 
cula in the job market. Very few vocational students get jobs of the sort 
they train for? few even enter the same industry. 

And yet the question of the relative benefits of the two, curricula. are 
not settled among investigators and seem|hardly to be raised am^ng policy-' 
makers., Until experimental comparisons with random' assignment of students 
to curricula and believable outcoi^e measures are conducted, we canno;^ ex- 
pact the intellectual issue to be resolved, (i doubt whether' it would be 
"resolved even then.) And the practical issue s^ems to be more a matter of 
power than of ideas, Aside from the trend toward enrollment of a greatest 
proportion of young people in school, -the most marked and longest lasting 
trend in the American secondary school has been the trend toward more prac- 
tical or vocational offerings, - 

Practical subjects vare conglomerations of the knowledge and skill 
needed to ^practice some art, craft, occupation, or profession. Accounting, 
for. example, is a moderately complex skill re^xuired in all businesses. It 
is a relatively unified system of skills. Home economies, on the other 
hand, is a loose collection of skills and knowledge helpful in managing a 
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houaahold and faanily. Wh<tftv«r unity practical subjects have comes not 
from the intellectual structure of an academic discipline — although -in 
such advanced practical subjects as engineering, this, is nearly true — 
but from the interrelated demands of .the practice of tHe art, craft, occu- 
pation, or profession. ' ^ t 
These subjects constitute the closest approximation yet devised to 

an alternative to subject matter as a curricular organizing principle. 
"■ . ' ^ - , 

Just as a academic subject takes knowledge from a cluster of related 

■' ( ° 

disciplines and shapes It for general edudation, so a praotidal subject 

7 ■ 

takes knowledge and skill from a cluster of a related arts, crafts ,' occu- 
pations, or professions, 1 think we must re^^^^ocational curricula as 
general education programs, ones thac introduce students not to an oc** 
cupation alone, but to a range of important social roles, including job- 
related ones. 

One might even imagine constructing an entire ciarriculum of practical 

■ ' . ■'' . . 

subjects. Sui?pose,for example^ wo glanced, at a master list of occupations 

and tried to construct 10 or fewer 'subjects' that pretty well covered the 
'knowledge' reijuired for these, and constructed a series of general eduo'i^ 
tion 'courses' around these (recalling that we are going to craftily design 
thesis courses so .as to maximize student engagement) . Material in home eco- 
nomics, home-and-family living, personal economics, and similar courses 
would introduce students to important social roles other than occupational 
roles. . ' ^ 

While X think it, is iiutile to invest much in the search for alterna- 
tives' to subjects' as the organizing principle of schofsls, I think many of the 
oritiioisms of subject organization are justified and can and should be 

u 
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anwliovattd* This qan b« 4bh« Jjy rtorganlsing th« «otivities within aourstt / 
in tha various sub j tots and also by observing the form o£ subject organize* 
tion while in fact organizing courses on bases other than academic sub- < 
'jecta. Both processes hav;e been in operation for some time, and may, in 
fact, repsresent evolutionory trends towaard other bases of curricular organ- 
iaation# fv " ' 



J 

V 

The bland r idealistic , and all-encompassinc|[^ statements o£ official 
aims and philosophy found in every school and district imi^ly a consensus 
on' goals and pribrities among them that simply does not square With wha^^ 
facts we know. All surveys of Americans' goals for public education re- 
veal a bewildering variety. Downey '(I960) synthesizisd these into four 
major gii^oupst intellectual, social, personal, and productive. If social 
and productive are combined into a\ single category we have the traditional 
triad, student, knowledge, and society/ recognized as deter;ainants of 

4 

schooling. Much of the politics of school reform can be interpreted as 
struggles on beh^df of those who place these three major functions in 
different priority. The contribution of schooling to each of these areas 
must satisfy those among the public who hold this function in high esteem 
or face, at the least, loss o£ support from these persons. Schpolc, in 
other words, have to cover three very large bases. 

Schools, must therefore ft^inction in a social environment that expects 
several quire different sorts of accomplishments, and shifts its emphasis 
^ng these different goals unpredictably as public opinion, socially sig- 
nificant events or trends in the society, or, political realignments change 
the power An<^ influence of groups advocating different priorities* To 
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'fimcbion in such an «nvlronn«nt is a constant test ot any public institu- 
tion*a sitability and responsiveness. How cart schools function when so 
laany conflicting, fluctuating demands impinge directly upon teachers and 
administrators? How c^ school staffs reach agreement on institutional 
goals if the community is divided? Row can teachers remain firm in ihsis- 
ting that students achieve officially approved goals when everybody knows 
th^t priori "ies may change at any moment with a nefw board of education, a 
change of admiiiistration, or even with events^ of the day? How oafji we ex- 
pect students to take their insistence seriously when others whom they 
ilespect consider these goals unimportant? 

Presumably, when all the important influences on a, youngster are of 
. one voice on the matter of what's iniportant, thie' youngster is more likely 
to accept this verdict and behave a-ccordingly. When the la^portant in- 
fluences urge different goals or standards for the youngstto's behavior, • 
the likelihood of his encountering some sort of problem is increased* If 
the youngster cleaves to one of the contending parties, he must contend 
with the hostile efforts of the others. If he attentpts some sort of accom** 
odation, he may fail to attain it and suffer various personal and social 
ill effects** If he does reach a satisfactory .aceodmodation, he may thereby 
make an importiint" contribution to the society as well as to his own well- 
being. , It is not entirely clear which situation is the more difficult for 
a youngster to face or which has, on balance, the more positive outcomes. 
A monolithic social environment has its drawbacks and presents serious 
problems to anyone, who must cope with it* ttevertheless , we can ask the ob- 
jective question) what ar^ the aon8e<|uenoe8 of placing a youngster in a 
situation of consensus among important' reference groi^ps as contrasted with 

■ ■ • : 36 ■ ■ 



placing him in a situation hw«re thes.e reference groups disagree? ' 

I would not eacp&ct to find a clear or useful answer. to the question 
put in this bald form. Too much depends upon the details of the situation, 
and upon the context, the youngster's early upbringing, the f^ly and 
neighborhood situation, the cultural traditions extant. The consensus to 
which. ah amish youngster is exposed cannot be lightly compared to the con- ■ 
sendus in a nearby rural, protestant village, nor to that of an isolated 
Appalachian community or a Navajo reservation. Furthermore, what we may 
perc<»ivB as dissensus, may. appear to a youngster as options or alternatives, 
offering a degree of liberation or as sources of tension and conflict — 
to name only two of the simplest ways the situ^ition^ could be construed. 

eecause of these situations, 1 would expedt particularistic methods, 
case study, or ethnographic, procedures to hold the greatest promise of 
progress on this problem. The cehtral problems, it seems to me, are two: 
how does' the presence of competing ideals or norms among important reference 
groups influence the students' allocations of energy, attention, and time 
and, subsequently therefore, outcomes; and what are the personal and social 
consequences of having to cope with this disaensus? In both cases, other 
areas of life where .^e youngster koes not have to cope with competing ideals 
oi?- standards could be used as controls. In addition, communities and cul- 
tures could be studied comparatively in this respect. Since it is uhlikel^ 
that knowledge gained from iihls sort of study would enable us to remove con- 
flict where is. exists, if that should prove desirable, or introduce" it where 
it does not, emphasis should lie placed on studying how Wie shcool and 
cownunity could most constructively cope with both situations. • 

Most schools show a fairly well-defined status hierarchy among tlieir 



, variou* Ipurposiis. k s«coiidMry school In a waalthy subturban cowmvmity 
'«mphaaiaas° coi;aga entrance as its primary goal. Winners of scholarship ' 
oontasta ara posted. Administration, teachers, and school board mesiber^ 
celebrate i£ their school gets more winners than neighboring schools or 
more than they got last- year. In another school in a rural area, the 
agricult\iral program may be the community's pride and jOy. In many, com- 
munities sports and related extracurricular activities have high status 
and receive a large share of the school's and coIlffl{unity^s resources. Gen- 
erally speaking, a school's status hiernrchy will be complex, with many 
different purposes repjcesented in various ways at various places in the ' 
hierarchy. ' 

To what extent and ih what ways do discrepancies between the purposes 
formally embodied in the citrriculum and stated goals of a school and the 
purposes implicitly embodied in the school's status hierarchy .and informal 
operations affect achievement? This question has received considerable 
attention in recent years uiider the label 'hidden curriculum' . Beginning ^ 
with Dreeben (1968) , a number of investigators have pointed to the unques- 

s .of- 

tionable fact that schools exhibit regularities in the behavior of students 
and teachers which are purposeful and functional but which^are not formally 
acknowledged as part of the official curriculum. For example, students xr. 
elementary schools must be helped to learn such norms as independence, 
achievement, and univeraalism. The practices of elementary schools can be 
shown to exemplify and reinforce these nomns, eV*»n though they appear in ho 
study guide or curriculum statement. Inkeles and smith (1974) suggest 'that 
the hidden curriculum rather than what is formally taught in schools may be 
the major factor responsible for the school's contribution to nodemiaation 
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in d^voloping countr^ea. ponn may b« more important than subatance in 
school programs for both acadamic^ laaming and for such important non- 
intallactiva otitoomaa as moral eommitmant (Bidwall, 1973):^ 

Quita obviously, this lina of thought has importitfit implications «pr ' 
rasaarch into tha consaquancas of school organization. But sinca it is 
traatad mora cantrally in othar papars in this sarias. i will simply " 
giva it this briaf mantion in this papar . I would caution only against a 
tandancir to saa tha formal curriculum and tha hiddan .curriculum as mutually 
aacclvisiva and axhaustiva catagorias. Tha argument offered by lnJcales and 
Srlth, for example, is simply- that it is implausible to suppose that read- 
ing, writing, arithmetic and the other contents of the formal curriculum 
produce modernisation they observed, so therefore the hidden curriculum 
must b<^ responsible. This overlooks the possibility that it may h^a been^ 
due to lass obvious concomitant outcomes of the formal Curriculum. , Mastery 
of arithmetic, for example, may give a stvident confidence that the world 
is mora con^^rahanalbla than he^ and his family may have heretofore supposed. 
Learning to read may give a parson a greater sense of personal efficacy 
in othar areas of life. Assignment of causation to tha hiddan curriculum 
should involve positive evidence, not simply the ^ •elimination' of the formal 
curriculum as a cause. 

» 

Schooling Systems and their Societies 

Schooling and its affects, cannot be understood in isolation from tha 
larger social processes to which schooling contributes and in which it plays 
a part. No form of schooling is good in itself and no sat of affects of 
school may be considered good in all situations and under all circumstances. 



Rather, both are good because of their fitness to a way of life, a moC* 
of human existence, a condition of hoaJan society. Such, at least, is the 
consensus of educationu. /philosophers since ffX^tqi. 

Three problems seem most important ait this largest scale 6'f thought: - 
What is the nature and magnitude of schooling's contribution to socail 
welfare? What role does schooling play in the production, dissemination 
and use of knowledge in the society and the world? How may schooling 
.systatas be managed, governed or controlled by i:he societies they serve? 

Conventional wisom portrays schooling as an agent .of -social mobility 
This view^ is supported by the findings of major sociological studies of the 
JtojMPican occi\pational aftd social structure such as Blau and Duncan's 
(1967) classic study. Recent students seem more cautious.' Sawell and 
Hauaer (1976) sound the typical note of pessimism. ' 

It is apparent f«wpi fiur analysis that the path to high occupa- 
tional status is through higher education. Higher status 
• f ai^liss appear to make moat use of this route , perhaps by pro- 
viding the genes and the stinmlating environment that result in 
superior cognitive abilities and school performance, (pp. 23-4} 
They also note that their results showed "a modest amount of direct status 
inheritance". 

in part, the problem here is whether the glass is half-full or half-- 
empty. Just how much contrjLbution to social mobility should the' school 
be expected to .make? if we expect achooli.t.?|. to bHng' about such mobilit:|^ 
that the child's occupation and status' bear no rtdation whatever to thft 
p^Mfents', then gohoollng is failihg us. If, we are satisfied when schools ^ 
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permit the most talented quarter, say/ of children of lower status parents 
to advance beyond tlieir parents' station in life, we may be reasonably 
content with schooling's contribution to social mobility. 

But there are more serious grouads for disagreement among specialists 
on schoolin' 8 contribution to social welfare. There is the question of - 
the school's role in maintaining the hierarchical structure of 'status and 
power^what is, called in European literature, social reproduction. If 
schools did not confer such disparate £.ta'tus on individuals, and make the 
disparit!^ «eem legitimate, the argument 

goes, a hierarchic^M social and occupational structure would have greater - 
difficulty perpetuating itself, Tlie extaJeme version. of this argu?r ant — 
allocation theory maintains that schooling's impact on society comes 
p^|edqninantly from its role in assigning- adult success to students on the 
basis of the duration and type of tlieir schooling. Meyer (i§77) extends / 
the line of aifUyjerit" even further, to something he cailfl legitimation 
theory, which mai.>tains ■ that the system of schooling 'defines certain types 
of kndWledge as extant and ds. authoritative ', 'defines categories or persons 
who are to be treated as possessing these bodies of, knowledge and forms if 
authority', ^d 'validates both elites and citizens', (p. 66) m short, 
for legitimation thdorlits, what is taught in schools is essentially irrel- " 
event — it mi,ght as well be pushpin as poetry, what co^nts>is not the ^ 
substantive knbwledge and skill conveyed but rather the ? a^itimaey of thfc 
status conferred on the -graduate. 

This issue' seems ^so"''=»«*»^-'«"« that we are inclined to think we must 
resolve it before we can justify attending to aiiy of the more detailed 
problems posed earlier. Egalitarians aiay well ask why, if schooling 



oontributta little or nothing to social mobility, worry ao much about 
whether 3<|hool» are productive and efficient? Ultimate queationa are 
deceptive in, this way. if we allowed ourselves: t6 indulge this attitude 
. wholheartedly, we would drop everything until the ultimate meaning. of ° 
life had been determined. 

I doubt whether at the present time we have the ir" eatigative capa- 
bility to resolve these disputes; I doubt whither they are resolvable by 
facts of any kind; 1 therefore do not think research ■ into this i'asua 
should have a high priority, it seems to me extremely likely thateduca- 
tion's independent contribution to any one overall aociety-wlde chara^cter- 
istic ™ GNP , social mobility, constker price index, some hypothetical 
index of political well-being, or a global index of quality of life.-ls 
V going to be small capered to all other factors also influencing the index. 
To searoh for these small increments with current techniques is roughly 
like seeking the structure of DNA with a hand lens. 

In any event, what. matters, or ahould matter, is tiie relative size of 
the contribution of education compared to other collective actions we 
might take, it Is misleading to compare education's eiffeot to the effect 
of family. backgr9und, for example, if what we want to know la how we can 
intervene iij the social situation to improve it. . To answer this <iue8tlon ^ 
we should compare education to other possible interventions. Obviously, 
coii4)aring two mlniscule quantities la technically even more difficult than^ 
detecting either. ^ j 

FurtheiTOore, the alaie of education's net Influence on some society- 
wide Ind^x 1« a wiale&dlnQ measure of Its Importance- to the society, in ' 
many oases education presses on both sides of the scale. For exAttple, 




- • • . y 
th« nam education* that may make worker s morei productive may also make 

them more aware o?. their political rights and more knowledgeable in pur- 
suing them, potentially leading to settlements with employers that tend to 
reduce net productivity^ Higher levels o£ education niay tend to increase 
overt conflict in a society it jiarties whose interests conflict are en- 

V t 

abled to see their interests more clearly and £i,^ht for them i!K>re effec- 
tiyely. Large seal a social surveys oversimplify:^ Ensuing academic debates 
intimidate policy-makors and leave them with the impression that education 
has no. important effect -r how could it if we can't find hard evidence? 

The nature and quality of the arguments already advanced in the debate , 
leave serious doubt in my mind whether l;he disputants or their audiences 
will be persuaded by evidence of any kind. Defenders of schooling such as 

t 

Hyman, et al. (197SJ show themselves willing to^cept. trivia as stand-ins 
for *the enduring effects of education's Allocationists and legitimation 
theorists such as Meyer (1977) traffic in specious contrasta 'between eic- 
pertise and the credential that certifies it> acting as if it makes no 
difference in society whether doctors can heal or chemists manipulate com- 
pounds if only their sheepskins say the right thing* Research results will 
not be firm enough to withstand the pressures of politics here* 

V.'.. ' ' ' ■ '• 

If any research is justifiable in this domain at this time, it is close 
and xsareful tracings of the relation between demands of, specific life 
r^es and particular school learnings* We need an idea of the many ways 
in which school learnings can enter into people's lives out of school so 
that we can determine the < extent to which they in fact do so enter and 
pr6ve \ts«i!.ul or not* We also need to know what demands for knowledge, skill 
and the like people's lives are making on them so that we can determine the 
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gap b«tween what sohool providaa and what peopla naad. The nat effect <^aXl 
these oontributiona on global indices is less important. 



We should expect acliooling to play its most substantial role in that 
subaystem of modem societies responsible for producing, diatrlbutin and 
using formal or organized knowledge, what is sometimes called the KPUD 
(knowledge production, \itili«ation, and dissemination) system, or 'the 
knowledge indusjary*. indeed, investigators (Matehlup, 1962,, for exauple) 

r 

do find education making a key contribution to the production and distri- 
bution of knowledge. We do not know, however, whether the contribution is 
as great as it might be if other institutional arrangements than sohooia 
were employed for this purpose,, or whether the system's results are on 
balance good for the society, or whether its benefits are distributed as 
equitably as they might be. Some of the more important questions being 
raised in connection with the school's contribution to knowledge are really 
questions about knowledge 'more than schooling; others concentrate more on 
the school's role, 

♦ 

Knowledge is not direcrtily observable; we' infer it ifi^ a person's 
actions. But inferences depend upon assumptions, usually unstated, often 
unconscious, on the part of the observer. Thus the. skeptic alwilys has roon 
for doubt whether anyone . knows .anything. A thoroughgoing sooiologiea 
skepticism doubts whether knowledge is ever more Uian a status conferred on 
what some peppU are able to do to make it seem more worthy and difficult 
j±an what others can do.. a«hua the scholar's ability to translate a Sanskrit 
manuscript is called knowledge i while the peasant's ability to eke out a 
Wing on meagjfe resomroes is not. Lingtiists maintain that all languages 
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are <itt«ntialiy oqual in dli^ffieulty or oompldxlty. Sociological and an- 
thropologioal invastlgationt of so-callad 'priatitiva* cultuiraa and 'bade- v 
ward' subculturaa scam always to return findings of surprising complaxity, 
baauty, and nobility in paopla's liv^s togathar. Parhaps, than, tha socio- 
logical skaptic raasons,all eulturas, all sociatiaa, all human groups 

V'" 

exhibit bahavior that is as intricataly pattamad, as wall»suitad to its 
authors' situation in lifa, as worKl^y of study as any othars'. And why 
not dignify thasa bahavior patterns with , the tarm 'knowledge', even if it 
does not correspond to our possibly ethnocentric definitions? 

Within a single complex society in a roodern industrialised nation we 
can find many subcultures and intact social groups who seem to stand in the 
same relation to the official, mainstream of western culture as other cultures 
stand to it. .Why not extend the laasoning to them? Perhaps members of all - 
social classes possess their own brands of 'knowledge' . Zf so, the know» ^ 
ledge recognized as such and purveyed through, schpols is only a selection, 
and a biased selection, of the total spectrum of knowledge extant in the 
entire society. 

The central question hers is npt , as it is usually stated, 'how know- 
ledge is socially defined' , buli rather the 'relative value of different forms 
'of knowledge claimed by different social groups. The prevailing view in 
Western i«ocieties ii^ of course, that the formal disciplines' of modern 
science And scholarship represent the epitome of human knowledge for all « 
persons regardless of social origin or social group membership. Xs it really. 



.or is this judgment simply ethnocentric? 



How could we ever tell? We can 



tell what valuep people do in fact put ^ different bodies of knowledge, 
•using ttiarket values or other tra4i^ii<;|j^lly (neeeptsd indicators of general 



social vaXut and •st««m. But this will always show tha valuta of tha dom- 
inant groups in that sooiaty, and tha oharga baing mada is that thata don- 
Inant groups ovarvalua tha knowladga thay olaim and 4avalua tha knowladga 
Qlalnad' by othar groups. What would aaam to ba naadad to rasolva tha 
quastion is a datamination of tha objaetiva potantial valua of various 
ceiapating typas and varsiohs of knowladga in all tha soeial situations , 
whara such knowladga might play a rola. I do not saA how rasaareh could 
avar supply what is naadad to rasolva tha "quastion# though: parhaps it might 
advanca tha laval of dabata aomawhat. Ultimataly# this is tha sort of 
issua that is sattlad^ if at all» by tha court of public opinion. 

. At tha prasant tima disputants on both sidaa gat away with gross 
ovarsisiplifications. Oafandars of modam Wastam knowladga point to aeianoa, 
tha hardar tha battar/ as avidanea for thair casa^ whila ignoring tlta mora 
pUuaiJsla axanplas usad by critics — history, anthropology,, tha social 
sciancas, tha arts. Tha faw raally caraful conpariaons of modam Wfstarn 
knowladga with othar varsions . (Horton (1971) is an outstanding axampla) show 
surprisingly and raf rashingly mixad rasults and maka tha issuas saam much 
subtlar and mora intarasting than tha polamicis would indioata. Zf rasaareh 
on tha ganaral afficacy of knowladga in a sociaty is waiitad/ Z stra»41y urga 
that it' traat datailad, spaoifio raaltiis of knowladga in a cartful, ^em- 
paritivt fashion, in tha mannar of Horton* s work. 

Tht othtr lint of attack on pravailing eoncaptions of knowladga 
aceapts tha yaliditi' and importanct of knowladga as undarstood by axpartsf- 
advanctd practitionars of tha various disoiplinas — ^ but cfuastiohs whathar 
what tha school purvays is a fair i^d valid sanplt of t^iis knowladga. This 
iMit of thought sptaks of what is offtifad in schools as 'socially organixad 
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knowl«dt|«' houng, 1971),. and treats the school ourriculua as **just one 

of th« maohanisms by through which' knowladga is 'socially distributad'", 

<|).27). This lina ot thought amphasizes tha hiararch'ical stmotura of 

k)aowladga and asks about tha relation betwaan this struotura and tha larger 

social structure. The charge is made that school knowledge is 'abstract, 

highly literate, individualistic and unrelated to non<"School knowledge ' 

^p. 38) > The school is ssien as "maintain g the social order through the 

taken for granted categories of its superordinatas who. process pupils and 

knowledge in mutually confirming way." (^ddie, 1971, p. ISC).. "Tae ability 

to maintain these categories as consensual, when there ar,^ among the clients 

in school conflicting definitions of the situatiou, resides in the unequal 

distribution of powar." , 

The force of this argument depends on a factual question — tha simi>- 

larities ^and differences botweei. schdol knowledge and that extant among 

various social groups outside school and on a non^-factu^l question 
value 

the relative/^of the knowledge purveyed in school and the knowledge ^ant 
elsewhere. The factual question seems not to be central, to the dispute. 
Few would maintain that schools try to teach the language usage characteristic 
Of their local communities i the .music to be found on local radio stations i - 
the principles of government actually operating in local jurisdictions, and . 
the like, though some advocate they should* On the other handi it is likely 
that ^even local citisens attach more value to school knowledge ^an to 
non«sohool knowledge, and the question of the objective relative worth or 
the two (or more) forms of competing knowledge Independent of the factors 
in the social situation tha'^ account for the present dominance of the one 
is an intimidating challenge to research capebilities^ 
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. Again f X think th« stott pvofitabl* appeoaeh to inquiry on this 
qu««tion is to tvaott In 4«tail«4f spaoifie, ixpXicit ways tha tpacific 
banafita of albama^tiva coiapating forma of knowladga — i>t this oaaa, 
school and non-school forsui7-~and laava to individual judgnant tha quastion 
of thair ralativa ovarall valua* 

A final important and naglaotad problam Inconnaet >n with tha distri^., 
bution of Knowiadga is thiit of tha' availability of laaming opportunitias , 
aspacially r^ional and social iif f arancas in tha availability of intro- 
duotory laaming opportunitias in and out of sohciol. 

Childran who grow up in mora ramota eonlnunitias may fin^ In soianoa 
couraani say^ thSSr^*liva' contact with soianca. (Tha same could ba said 
for artf litasraturSf drama ^ mathamatios, foraign languages »• history , musical 
parformanca or conpositiohs ^ • * ) It was so in tha small Wast Virginia com- 
munity whara X graw up^ and it is so today for many childran throughout 
the country, and mora so for childran in many othar lands. Daspita fash- 
ionable talk about tha many othar ways childran learn out of school* and 
despite Uia reality tliat undoubtedly lies behind this talk iii soma homes 
and some conounitiasf jchool ramAins tha only *livo* exposure to many realise 

of human knowledge and endeavor for millions of children. 

j ■ • 

Large schoolg ^e able to offer a greater variety of eoursea than 

small onesv 1^ Is likely « though .not proven ^ that schools in conmunitiaa 
level. 

where th* average ex adueation is higher will- offer a greater variety of 
more advanced academic courses* Schools whero per capitis expenditura is 
higher should be able to offer a greater variety of vocational courses and 
laboratory courses^ courses whose cost is greater than standard couj^'ses. 
Slectiv^A-lnay be more * available < to soma studiinta in a school than others* 
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Sooi* «laetiv«s hav« petraquisltoa} soma raquise a teacher's reeQtnmendaticm; 
where enrolaients are limited, eriteria such as grade-point average or 
previoud grade in the subject or scores on aptitude tests may be used to 

• ** 

screen apiplicanta. rhforaially, students tend to elect 'Courses where their 
* friends and others "like me" enroll or have enrolled. Counselor's advice 
may be important. Various extraneous charac::eristics of courses can make 

them attractive or- unattractive to different students. For all, th^se reasons, 

■ ■■■■■ A • ■ 

then, i^imigly having a course listed among the offerings dojBS not constitutii 
"availability" in any realistic , sense of this term. It wbuld be of great 
value to know truly how available various ^courses and subjects are to 
studimts having various family backgrounds, ethnic affiliations, living in 
various neighborhoods, in rural, urban, and suburban communities of various 
levelf, of wealth, and so on. 

This problem should be studied in relation to the opportux]|ities avail- 

\ '7. 

able outside school for learning the sajsie. or similar things. It is one 
thing when schools offer no courses in music in a community where churches, 
recreation department, privati individuals and community organizations 
sponsor musical instruction free or at an affordable coat; it. is something 
altogether different when a school offers no music in a connunity that offers 
few other oppoi?tunitiis to laam it. "Also, this .problem should be studied 
in relation to the preferences and aspirations of the community. One 
Gownunity may be willing to forego music in favor of science, or latrguages, 
or art facilities and instruction. Or, the community may have its owri ideas 
about the kind of music it wants its youngsters to learn. The significance 
of few or no school of ferine in a subject depends upon the comMunity's per- 
ceptions and attitudes toward the subject * 
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Whatever nay be an individual's or a social group's attitude toward 
school knowledge as conpared with other kinds available elswhere^ most ■ 

■V 

of US would still prefer to have school knowledge available to our children 
as an option, at least. ■ ^ ■ ' 

»> 

The United States and England are almost aJlone in the world in main- 
taining predominantly local control of schools. Centralized, national 
systems of ^^iucation are the ihale. But even in a decentralized , nonsystem 
such as that prevailing in the U.S., there are substantial, if unofficial, 
mechanisms of management, regulation^ .and control operating nationwide. 
These mechanisms function primarily in three ways: through structures' 
built into nationwide systems of production and distribution of resources; . 
through nationally organized attempts to influence public opihion^pro- 
fessional opinion, or both; and ^through standardized testing* 

■I 

The central role of the subject curriculum in such otherwise dispersed 
and disparate phases of education as teacher training, textbook production, 
and school facility planning has already been pointed out. ,7 might only 
add here that age-griufling also facilitates to coordination of functions 
that would otherwise be logistically impossible, 

I have already detailed elsewhere (Xirst and Walker, 1971) the manner 
in which various nationwide fdrees impinge upon the school and its curricu- 
lum. I have also alluded to many of the problems this direct connection 
between local citizens and their schools causes for the management of - 
{S<^ols, particularly whan the citizens disagree mong themselves as they 
often do when moved to aotion. (Walker, 1974) x will not repeat this htre» 
but will content myself with expressing my opinion that Aatrican od\;ication 
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n««4A a mxb «f £<ictiv« appavatus for public pollcyrmaklng with, raspact to 
aducation ganarally and cmsvlouluia mattava partioularly. It is ainply not 
poiaible to run an antarpriae whioh ia subjact to so loany conflicting » 
fiv<:tuatin9 ciamanda iin(pin9in<?.44r«ctiy upon thosa who must irun it. Zntar* 
iaadiar.a political Machanisms ara' neadad that will bring tha contanding 
partial into diracrt confrontation and forca a resolution that can than 
guida day-to-daiy operations with the continuity and unity of purpose the 
enterprise needs. 

The consequences of this situation of uncertainty and conflict of 

<i ' , ' . » '■ 

priorities f of successive waves of reform impinging directly on school staffs 
and pressing them in contradictory directions — are very serious, Iv:;thinlcr. 
for both the structure and organization of schools and for student outcomes. 
'The inevitable spreading of energies and the <;onfusibn created by battles 
among interest giroups for priority among the various functions can easily 
produce uncertainty in everybody's mind about the importance of educational 
goals. Tha uncertainty, tha lack of confidence that what ihey are teaching 
is important, is debilitatiig to school staffs. . How can we oxpact tham to 
remain firm in insisting that students achieve 'these goals when they, are 
surrounded with messages ««•- explioit and ioplioit which deny the 
importance of every one of the goala? How can schools maintain ourrieular 
and goal structures' that engage students' energies on behalf of school goals 
when respected figures deny their importance? Hera is another problem where,, 
research is badly needed. , Frankly, Z do not feel confident enough of what 
little I know of research on organisations to suggest what research strat- 

a ' ' If 

agias would best reveal the lif facta, if any, of these conditions on sohoola. 
What I do know makes ma, confident that the problem is not obviously beyond 

■ ■ 5,1 ■ 
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thk poW«rs of pr«SBnt oonotpts and ttchniquss to investlgato. 

My closin? ramarks will concern standardiaiad tasting aa a basis for 
coordination «r.d control of schooling- on a stata-wida o^r nation-wide scale. 
It la inadequate « As one sort of inforsiation in a much richer array ^ it 
has its uses and for these uses it is irreplaceable. But as the sola 
source of criticized, formal data on the outcomes of ^ schooling , standard- 
ized testing is pitifully inadequate. Xn^isnuch as various trends seem to be 
converging toward increased centralization of control ,of schooling i it 
behooves us to work out better sources of inforloation for this purpose. 
I think research designed to lead ^o bettpt large-scale indicators of 
schooling effectiveness should have the highest priority in the NXE* 
Standardized achievemint tests aire designed^ ' . 

• > ■ . . . ' ^ 

essentially to map students* performance in a subject onto a normal distri- 
bution of test scores. 7he non^l distribution is insisted upon during 
test construction. ^ 

Whether standardized teats yield single scores or multiple ones # each 

■» 

score implies some model of tlM distribution of competence among the pop- 
ulation. This is almpst invariably a normal distribution. Vet for perlor- 
manees that can !3e taught, we woiid not expect a simple normal distribution. 

A'bimodal distribution might result, one mode 
due to those who had been instructed, the otiier to the uninstruot4d. Or 
the distribution might be sXawed toward high performance if most of the 
population has been effectively taught. 

These oharaoterisUcs designed into t;he standardizea test do not af ileot 
its ttii for the purpose for which it y«s disigned to compare a single 
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p«rscin*s score to tho scores of a large number o£ comparable individuals. 
Forcing a normal distribution, if it does not change person's posi'tion 
relative to others Joes not change the standardized score. But when stan*" 
dardized tests are used to measure the outcomes of a school program, these 
built-in features can make results uninterpretable. In particular, these 
procedvures should dramatically reduce the sensitivity, of the tests' to 
instruction, since the items' most sensitive to instruction will behave 
erratically and be eliminated from the item pool. 

Standardized achievement tests have other problems. They seem to 
predict performance in other, academic situations miich better than they 
predict success in any out-»of -school task. • National Assessment lreporl;s 
declines in sttidents' ability to apply k^^j^^irledge.to new situations, a type 
of item rarely found on standardized tests , simultaneously with staiaility 

\ . * 

in knowledge as conventionally measured* Such findings lend credence to 
critics ' charges that the tests measure inert knowledge rather than know- 
ladgd th% student han m^dtti^td and oan us* in unfaniliar situations* 

Whatever their shortcomings, standerdized remain the measure of student 
achievttiient mbst credible to the public. {B:^^^ when they don't understand 
them. Witness the rep««ted calls for every senior to read at the 12th gradm 

> 

level). We nee«l alterhatives , not more criticisms. Criterion referenced 
tests have been advanced as an alternative*' They avoid the problems just 
outlined in connection with norming, but unless the criterion set cm be 
justified in some non-arbitrary way# tneir results also difficult to inter- 
pret and use. So the graders in Hoboken learned to spell 137 more words 
correctly by the end of Ui* ytar — is this good cr bad? Should they be 
praised or asked to work harder next year? Should the teacher be f ire4 or 
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,;9iv«n a raif«? Ar« w« hdlptd to Itaxn that th« sohooX boavd officially 
adopted a criterion of 140 word* as the level of perfoxiaanoe they would 

4 

conaidejf adequate? If only we had a theory 6r model of. achievement or 
work on, we might be alile to construct a measure with the formal elegance 
and ease of the standardzied test that was also suited to measuring the 
achievement consequences of instruction. This is an important task for 
educational research over the next decade. All research in education is 
limited severely by. the technology of outcome measurement available to us. 
Inasmuch as many studies require some measure of student outcomes, this 
limitation severely retards research om nearly all subspecialties, though 
I do- not know how high this problem should be on this specialized agenda. 
Also important is- the development' and validation of measures of outcomes 
for which no measures or inadequate measures are now available. 

Perhaps of still greater relevance and at least equal importance is 
the study of the effect of various schemes of assessment of student per- 

t 

» ' ' *■ - 

formanoe on school organisation and structure. Psychologists and measure- 
ment specialists have long been aware that tests affect those who uye them. 
Cronbaoh (1960) points out that "administratively imposed tests not only 
itensify the effort in the classroom) they channel that effort" (p. 396), 
and notes that this effect of lests can severly restrict education *^wheA 
the test covers the wrong outcomes or covers only a few of the desired 
outcomes", {p. 397). If tests do not have ourrioular validity, teaching 
and learning will be distorted in the direction of the content of the test. 
Students learn to discover what is likely to be on the test and study 
accordingly. Tests affect the pupil's role, the teacher 'ti role with re- 
spect to th6 pupil and with respect to colleages and superiorp. -They may 
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interact with oth^r hosma ajid vaiuas of tli'} ciajsaroomp as when pupils 
find the generalized norm of honesty in conflict with the vaflue of 
aoievement and are t^pted to chea:.- or when teachers find themselves 
taking onerous measures to prevent cheating and ensure 'fairness' >ln the 
test. 

The effects of tests depend Itically on how they and their results 
are us^*^ A test whose score Is reported txi the pupil for his ,and his 
parents' 

information doeis not have tlie same impact on the school or the \3hild as 

onci reported to colleges and used for determining whether the student wiXl 

» * • ♦ 

be admitted to study there. Presumably > we want tests to ftmction in such 
a way that they further the aims we hope schooling will serve: For various 
reasons the ways that Jieem at first . ight likely to further our aimsf do 
not always do so. Recently it; has been ^'•roposed to use students' test 
scores to judge teachers' performance / a' practice intended to increase 
achievemeH4t by -rewarding successful teachers and identifying those whos^ 
perforoancf^ nr.eds iit^rovement. If this use of tests had this and only this 
effect* we would certainly be justified in adopting it innediately.. But 
even the first steps toward such ases have revealed the many slips possible 
betN'een this cup and its lip. In the first places teachers resent being 
^eld' responsible for pupils' learning when they know many other factors 
are also involved. Thuy act to oppose the practice. Recognissing that ' 
teachets with good pupils in their classes are likely to look better on 
this (criterion/ teachers de^^elop an, enhanced sensitivity to the question 
of assignment of pupils to teachers / a development that strains teacher- 
administrator and teachor*'teacher riilatidnships . Tho proposed would have 
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(if£«ota not aaally fioreMtttbld on th« alloaatlon of ttaohing talant to 
pupils £o di££«rttnt abiXitits. If,M saens to happen, graataat gains, are 
poatiJplo concentrating attention on low-to-rooderate aphievers further 
side effects are generated. Efforts to discover the content of the test 
and efforts to disguise this information can be expected. To the ex- 
tent that the in;'o^aaation is knovm, efforts to direct teaching to the 
te^t^ items, neglecting aims not testef, can be expected. To Counter 
this', tests may lengthen. This., in turn, has consequences. And so the 
roung of effects radiates outward from the apparently simple practice, 
reflects back upon it, and produces, all too often, something other than 
' wa Intended e 

For this reason a careful organization analysis of the impacts of 

• - v 

various vtses of tests ought to be as standard a practice as the validation 
of the tests themselves. It seems logical that sehool>or district<-or 
even state-wide examinations that mast be passed before graduation should 
influence effort and dchievement. How much? W^onl4Htnow. Do examina- 
tion requirements have different effects fr^r^ths/ types of graduation, 
or promotion requirements? We don't know. In fact, we don't even know if 
requirem^ts of any kind improve adwievement. Whether they do or not 
would seem to de)i?end upon how and how well the standards are enforced, 
among other things* To my knowledge, we have no formal research that 
would show, even/ whether jurisdititions with examination requirements have higher 
achievement than comparable jurisdictions without tl^iem. Here^ purely, is 
a place where a well designed field experiAant with random assignment of 
districts willing to experiment with various types of promotion and 
graduation requirements would provide practical policy guidance in an area 



55 



wher* 8t«te» ar« iihowing inar«aaing t«nd«noi«a to .legiaXat© and local • 
dist3?icts to mandata. 

Siwilar axpaafimants comparing fcha variou« scheawa of coinpatoncy-baaad 
raquiramanta with »or^ oonvantional ones wouW also prove uaafuX. A cihiaf 
pjroblam with any rasaarch in this aafea is to 'find valid indicatora of the 
aorta of outcomta that ahould be inveatigaljad,. Another problem in auch 
reaearch i» to take i;ito account the community 'a stance toward school, 
achievement, and requirements. The effectiveness of school 'and cowminity 
attitude^, beliefs/ and customs. These' problems can be coped with well ' 
enough to permit researcl^ to go forward, however'. 

The final ^xestion 1 shall consider in connection with evaluation of 
student performance is the question of its equity. Are evaluation pro- 
cedures fair to all students? Is every student, regardless of racie, 
religion, national origin, sex, wealth,...,, given an equal, chance to be 
rewarded for his performance? 

One important aspect of the equity question in assessment is reducible 
to a question of social .equity of the curriculum. >6o long as knowledge is 
differentially distributed among groups within tlU ^ociety, and so long 
as the school aats greater store Ly some Icnowledge than others, tests of 
school goals will be inequitable. This cowld only be avoided if the school 
curriculum. vjre some sort of fair distribution of the knowledge, skills 
and beliefs of the entire population, educ'at^ or not-an imposslbj self- 
contradictory mess. 

jut this is not essentially a testing problem, even though it is a 
pusaling issue for educational policy. 

The other important aspect of the equity question in connection with 



•(luaationaX •vaXuAtion i« wh«th«c th« tmiti f«irly aastts what th« •tud«nta 
artt Mk«d to X««tn in iiohooX# or whathtr th«y fnt only oartain pairformanQcs 

r 

thoaa which giva an advantage to soAmi pui^iXs, and in oartain waya, waya . 
which 9iva unfair advanta9a. Foi^ axamplai many.of tha thinga taught in 
school could ba taught >i,t)i littla or no uaa of. raadin^ and writing. Thay 
could ba taught orally ^ by damonatration, by imitation. But if papar and 
pancil taata ara uaad to aaaaaa parformanca and if thaaa toola ara mora ^ 
pravaifiint in soma social groups tha^ in otliarSf sueh tasts would ba unfair. 
The obvious solutions to this problam arts aithar to davalop altamata ' 
varsions of tasts that dapand as littla as poasibla on tha tnaldistributad 
skills V or to avan tha distribution of tha skillaf o^both. \ 

Whila tasts of academic achievement typically call for students to do 
something mora than simply recall information previously learned # they do 
not normally call for anything ,;Like the full range of reaponaes we hope 
students will be capable of when they have **leamed the aubjeot**. The 
gap betweeyi what students demonatrate they can do on testa and what wa 
hope and expect they can do in * real life* should be a serious sour ue of 
concern to investigators who want to study cognitive outcomes of schooling. 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress recently reported that 
students* scores on items requiring application of knowledge had declined # 
although their scores on informational items had not. Tasts which have 
currency only in the world of tha school are olea.dy harmful to students 
and the larger society, and there is evidence that m«r.y of the measuraa 
used in schools have kittle external validity*. 

f^inally, one of the least satisfactory rasponsas to tha posaibla in-> 
equities of tasts is to confine testing to ':hosa matters students may ba 
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aiiUQMd to hav4i M m tqtt«i ohanc* to loam. 4ii p,tn«liaaa tha atudant 
who hat aoe{uir«4 knowlad9a or skill nor ordinarily laamtdr and it anforoas 
an inappropriata monolithio* oonoaption of what knowladga ii importaht. 
Much bttttar would ba davalopmant of an array of briaf maaauraa of a wida 
variaty of typos of aohiavamant n^tantialiy'^ralavant to aohool. tndivid- 
ual juriadiotioni could Uian chooaa from anon^ theaa tha onoa that baat 
vapraaantad thair ainw. ^ 

Coneluaion " .. 

My racoonahdationa for rasaaroh on tha rola playad by knowladga r eur^ 
rioula and goals in sohooling proeassjss and outconas. spring, from an im- 
plioit undorlying judgmant about produotiva rasaaroh stratagias on school- 
ing.af facta which should bt made explicit* I think rasaaroh based «n ' 
linear causal models of the effects of schooling as a' whole oh large-scale 
features of a society is misleading and, counter-productive* It. is as 

contribution of rainfall to ocean 'were to ba investigated by 
measuring a few simple^ charact^iristios of rainfall — its amcunt, 

• ' ^ : . ■ 

•patial and tempoiral distribuiion^ and temperature # say — and using 
these in a multiple regression analysis to explain ocean levels # salinity r 
and ocean tanperature Without underlying models of the hydrologic 
cycle ^ we cannot eat^ct audi oversimplified blind empiricism to yield 
interpretable results* Furthermore, we are seldom interested simply in 
the average, overall levels of variables charaoterising the ocean* We us- 
ually need to know about the"^al levels at various locations r the location 
and strength of currents » and a^atio-tempoeal distributions of watar 

temperature and salinity /targe-soaie models may have pedagogical uses. 

_ have 

They may even regional applicability to particular sites that can be 
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approxinattly QQno«ivtd «i isolattd £r,om othtr parti of tht hydrologic . . 

. ■ ,. ' .' 

•yst«m. But th« part playad by ^rand vodals of 'tha oontri^utiona of. 
rainfall to oeaan charaottriatica ' in applied hydrology ia likaly to 

.»od<(i«t. ' ■ ' ' ' ■ ■ , ' . 

At various points in this papar I hava optad for raaaaroh atrategias 
that saak to diseovar ralationships.batwaan spacifio faaturas of sohooling 
and apeoific individual and social outcomas. By trading thasa outeomas 
and, thair ramifications through spacificr social situations/ X think it 
nay ba possible in smia caaas to aehiava a mora general understanding 
of ce);ta|ji g<3ineric processes by means' of which schools influence particular 
subsystems within int^raediate-sised social units • aoBmnmities or even^ 
regions. Eventual^, we may.perhapa iae able to trace these effects (and 
the counter-effects of society on education) sufficiently to construct 
our own large scale models but even then it will be useful mainly for, 
pedagogical purposes. 
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